
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S13947 November 6, 2007 
Agriculture Committee, and now it is 
on the Senate floor. For the American 
people, we need to do this bill. 

Mr. HARKIN. Will the leader yield 
for a question? 

Mr. REID. Yes, without losing my 
right to the floor. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the leader for 
his statement. I just want to make 
sure everyone understands what just 
happened. As I understand it, the ma-
jority leader propounded a unanimous 
consent request that all amendments 
to be offered to the farm bill be rel-
evant to the farm bill; is that not cor-
rect? 

Mr. REID. That is exactly what I 
said. 

Mr. HARKIN. There was objection on 
the other side. Why would there be an 
objection to that? We have a farm bill, 
and we have worked hard. The leader is 
right. We reached a bipartisan agree-
ment. I daresay none of us like every 
little bit in the farm bill, but that is 
the art of compromise. You com-
promise on these sorts of things and 
you move them ahead. 

I don’t know, for the life of me, why 
there would be an objection to saying 
that all amendments should be rel-
evant to the farm bill. Let’s move the 
farm bill. I hope people in farm country 
are watching this. I hope agribusiness 
is seeing this. I hope people know what 
is at stake in this farm bill for rural 
America for specialty crops, for our 
dairy farmers, for rural development, 
and I might add the nutrition pro-
grams, food stamp recipients, things 
that we have done good work on in this 
bill, to provide an underpinning of nu-
trition and support for some of the 
least among us. We have done good 
work in that area. Now it is held up be-
cause some people want to offer nonrel-
evant amendments. For the life of me— 
and this is my seventh farm bill, count-
ing my time in the House, and my sec-
ond as chairman—I don’t understand 
why we cannot have a bill. Yes, open it 
to amendments on the farm bill. If peo-
ple have amendments on the bill and 
want to change this, add this, or sub-
tract that, fine. But why should we 
now debate, as I said, the war? 

Can the leader think of any reason 
we should not just stick to the farm 
bill? 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend, the 
chairman, and to the ranking member, 
who have worked well together, I am 
not saying we are only going to allow 
Democratic amendments to be offered. 
I have made it very clear in my presen-
tation to the Senate this morning that 
I am talking about mischievous 
amendments not only by Republicans 
but my colleagues over here. 

I also say this of the farm bill: I was 
listening this morning to public radio 
as I was doing my exercise. There was 
one provision that struck me on this 
bill. Over a billion dollars for fresh 
fruits and vegetables will go to schools. 
That may not sound like much to peo-
ple. I was raised, as everybody knows, 
in rural Nevada. When I was a boy 9 or 

10 years old, the only grocery store in 
Searchlight burned down. It was never 
rebuilt. To this day, I like canned as-
paragus better than fresh asparagus. I 
love canned peas and canned fruit. The 
reason is, we never had fresh fruits or 
vegetables. We didn’t have them and 
could not buy them. We all know fresh 
fruits and vegetables are better than 
that heavily salted stuff you get in a 
can that I am used to eating. 

This bill is going to say the kids in 
Searchlight today are still—there are a 
few, such as the 7–Eleven you can go 
to. 

Places, such as where I was raised, 
where there are no stores, but they 
have some food programs, they are 
going to be able to have fresh fruits 
and vegetables on occasion. Isn’t that 
great? I would know—I am using me as 
a point of reference—what a fresh as-
paragus is, an apple, an orange. So this 
is a good bill. It has a lot of warts and 
pimples on it, but it is a good bill. I 
only picked one provision. 

Why don’t we go ahead and try to get 
this bill passed? I am not trying to 
play any games with anybody. I am 
trying to do what I have made a deci-
sion on that I think is best for the 
American people. Do we want to spend 
all this week on one amendment? Peo-
ple say: How would that happen? Let’s 
go back to the Amtrak legislation. 
What happened when we went on that 
bill? As soon as it was open for amend-
ment, bang, out came a tax amend-
ment, and we spent all week on it, 
Internet tax. I am glad it is done, and 
that issue has now been sent to the 
President. He signed it. But we do not 
have time to do that this week. We 
must get an appropriations bill to the 
President. The House is going to work 
and send us something tonight. The 
President will wind up getting Labor- 
HHS later this week, unless we get 
hung up on some procedural issue. 

We need to pass the Defense appro-
priations conference report, with a CR 
included in that, this week. So this is 
no effort on my behalf to try to cir-
cumvent rules or procedures. I am fol-
lowing the rules of the Senate to the 
letter. But I am saying, I repeat, I am 
doing what every majority leader has 
done, similarly situated, in recent his-
tory. 

I said I hope we can deal with this 
important bill as we focus on efforts to 
pass an important farm bill. It appears 
the minority intends to offer unrelated 
amendments to the farm bill. They will 
have to wait until later to do that. 
Hopefully, maybe the time we are here 
during December, there will be amend-
able vehicles we can deal with. I hope 
we can work on this bipartisan farm 
bill in an orderly, relevant fashion. 

So in an effort to keep this debate fo-
cused on farm-related issues, I intend 
to fill the amendment tree, but I will 
be willing to lay aside pending amend-
ments for Members who wish to offer 
farm-related amendments to this bill. 

I ask the Presiding Officer to lay 
down the bill. 

FARM, NUTRITION, AND 
BIOENERGY ACT OF 2007 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 2419, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 2419) to provide for the con-

tinuation of agricultural programs through 
fiscal year 2012, and for other purposes. 

Pending: 
Harkin amendment No. 3500, in the nature 

of a substitute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3508 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3500 
(Purpose: To strengthen payment limita-

tions and direct the savings to increased 
funding for certain programs) 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I call up an 

amendment on behalf of Senators DOR-
GAN and GRASSLEY. The amendment is 
at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for 

Mr. DORGAN, for himself and Mr. GRASSLEY, 
proposes an amendment numbered 3508 to 
amendment No. 3500. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’) 

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3509 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3508 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send a 

second-degree amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 3509 to 
amendment No. 3508. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the amendment add the fol-

lowing: 
This section shall take effect 1 day after 

enactment. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Reserving the 
right to object, I wish to make a few 
comments at this point. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I apologize 
to my distinguished colleague. That 
was actually in my script and I should 
have done that. I apologize for not 
doing that. Without losing my right to 
the floor, I yield to my friend. I apolo-
gize. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
majority leader is certainly within his 
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rights to do what we call ‘‘filling up 
the tree.’’ It has certainly been done by 
majority leaders in both parties over 
the years. But let’s get a picture of 
what we are talking about. 

As I understand it, this is the amend-
ment that has been offered. What my 
good friend, the majority leader, is say-
ing is that in response to this amend-
ment, the minority, this side of the 
aisle, will get an opportunity to offer 
only those amendments the majority 
leader allows us to offer. 

The farm bill is a very important 
bill. It happens about every 5 years. 
There are many people interested in 
agriculture, school nutrition, and en-
ergy and others who have an abiding 
interest in this bill. The minority is 
going to insist on an open process. 

The last time we enacted a farm bill, 
the Democrats were also in the major-
ity and Senator Daschle was the major-
ity leader. I asked my staff to check on 
what the procedure was then. 

Senator Daschle attempted to limit 
amendments through early cloture, 
which is another procedural way to 
shut out the minority. Three cloture 
votes failed. They were not supported 
by the Republican minority. According 
to my notes, on the third day of consid-
eration, a cloture motion ripened and 
failed by a vote of 53 to 45. The second 
cloture vote occurred 5 days later and 
also failed by a vote of 54 to 43. A third 
cloture vote failed by a vote of 54 to 43. 

Senator Daschle pulled the bill but 
returned to it later, and after 6 days of 
floor consideration, the bill passed 
without a further cloture vote being 
necessary. 

So let’s look at the way farm bills 
have typically been handled. That is 
the way it was handled in 2002. In 1985, 
there were 30 rollcall votes; in 1990, 22 
rollcall votes; in 1996, 10 rollcall votes; 
and in 2002, the year to which I was re-
ferring in which there were multiple 
cloture motions filed and cloture not 
invoked, there were 23 rollcall votes. 

I don’t know, there may be a few peo-
ple in the Senate who don’t want to 
pass a farm bill at all, but that cer-
tainly is not the view of the Repub-
lican leader, certainly not the view of 
the Senator from Georgia, our ranking 
member on the Agriculture Com-
mittee. But we are going to insist on a 
fair process. 

We can get this bill done the easy 
way or the hard way. I think a better 
way to do it would be to understand 
that a bill of this magnitude is enor-
mously significant, something we only 
do every 5 years. The Republican mi-
nority is going to insist on an open 
process, which is what we will get to, 
one way or the other, in going forward. 
I don’t think that is unreasonable. 

I thank the majority leader for giv-
ing me an opportunity to make some 
observations. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this is not 
a tit for tat. Each time we do the farm 
bill, it comes at different times in the 
year and different situations and cir-
cumstances. I explained to both the 

chairman and ranking member that I 
have no intention of filing cloture this 
week. But there will be a time we will 
have to file cloture. We have such a 
small amount of time left this year and 
next year with the Presidential elec-
tions coming and all the other business 
we have to do that there will not be 
five cloture votes on this farm bill. 
People who vote no on cloture the first 
time should understand they may not 
get another chance to vote cloture on 
the bill, and there will be no farm bill. 
This is not a threat, it is what we have 
to deal with in the Senate. 

I also say to my friends on the other 
side of the aisle, once I complete the 
amendment process, the Republicans 
have equal authority as I do whether 
other amendments will be heard. It 
takes unanimous consent to set an 
amendment aside, and they have as 
much control over that as I do. So I am 
not the ruling authority on that issue. 
It takes both the Democrats and Re-
publicans to move down the road. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3510 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I call up an 

amendment which is at the desk, to the 
underlying bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 3510 to the 
language proposed to be stricken by amend-
ment No. 3500. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the bill add the following: 
This section shall take effect 3 days after 

the date of enactment. 

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3511 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3510 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send a 

second-degree amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 3511 to 
amendment No. 3510. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In the amendment strike 3 and insert 4. 

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH AMENDMENT NO. 3512 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send a 

motion to commit to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Mr. REID moves to commit H.R. 2419 to the 

Committee on Agriculture with instructions 

to report back forthwith with the following 
amendment numbered 3512. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the bill add the following: 
This section shall take effect 5 days after 

the date of enactment. 

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3513 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the motion to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 3513 to the 
instructions of the motion to commit. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In the motion strike 5 and insert 6. 

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3514 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3513 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send a 

second-degree amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 3514 to 
amendment No. 3513. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In the amendment strike 6 and insert 7. 

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, as I 
indicated earlier, I am disappointed 
with the majority leader’s announce-
ment that he would fill the tree, which 
he just did, and not allow the amend-
ment process to perfect the farm bill. 
Our colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle have had all year to complete a 
farm bill prior to September 30, when it 
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expired. Yet we waited until now, 2 
months after the law’s expiration, to 
bring it to the floor. Now we are told 
by the majority there is too much to 
do in this final 2 weeks for us to have 
an open and fair debate on the farm 
bill. It is another unfortunate example 
of mismanagement of this Congress. 

Furthermore, filling the tree and 
shutting out amendments is not con-
sistent with previous statements by 
the majority on this bill. For example, 
yesterday, Chairman HARKIN reported 
the farm bill debate would be ‘‘wide 
open as usual in the Senate.’’ The ma-
jority leader’s own spokesman expected 
an open debate when he said: 

The farm bill is the last truly amendable 
vehicle moving through the Senate this cal-
endar year. 

But the majority leader’s words and 
actions seem to be exactly contradic-
tory to this promised wide-open proc-
ess, stating unequivocally yesterday 
afternoon that we are not going to 
have an open amendment process on 
this bill, and he has confirmed that, as 
we all know, again this morning. 

Unfortunately, we have been down 
this road before. Almost at the incep-
tion of the last farm bill debate, as I 
was describing earlier, then-Majority 
Leader Daschle filed cloture in an at-
tempt to similarly limit amendments. 
After only 2 days of debate and only six 
amendments, a cloture vote occurred 
on December 13, 2001, even a little bit 
later in the calendar year than we are 
in now. Not surprisingly, the cloture 
motion failed 53 to 45. 

Similar to a bird continuing to slam 
into a paned-glass window, we had a 
second cloture vote on December 18, 
2001, getting close to Christmas, with a 
similar vote of 54 to 43. Again, on De-
cember 19, 1 day closer to Christmas, in 
2001. Not surprisingly, the contentious 
debate took up most of December. 

However, after the majority finally 
agreed to open the amendment process, 
something that will ultimately be done 
here, in my view, the farm bill re-
turned to the floor on February 6, 2002, 
no further cloture votes were nec-
essary, and final passage occurred fair-
ly quickly about a week later. 

Let’s not beat our head against a 
wall again this time. One of my favor-
ite old sayings from rural Kentucky is: 
There is no education in the second 
kick of a mule. Our Nation’s farmers 
are too important to wait until Feb-
ruary. 

Finally, look at the farm bill sitting 
on the desk in front of me. I held it up 
a while ago. It is quite thick. Reported 
by the committee less than 2 weeks 
ago, it totals 1,600 pages. Is the other 
side of the aisle suggesting this behe-
moth of a bill cannot be improved by 
an open amendment process? Surely, 
that is not the suggestion being made. 

I am surprised and disappointed we 
are in the position we are in. This is 
not the way the Senate likely will be 
allowed to work on a very large bill 
that we only address every 5 years. It is 
not going to be rubberstamped by fiat. 

I am dismayed by the attempt of the 
majority to ramrod this bill through, 
especially since the ink on 1,600 pages 
is barely dry and the administration 
claims it contains $37 billion in new 
budget gimmicks and new taxes. 

Let’s have a fair, open debate. Be-
lieve me, I say to my friends on the 
other side of the aisle, that is the way 
you get a farm bill completed. Our 
farmers and rural communities deserve 
no less and, hopefully, we can get back 
at the posture we ought to be in on this 
bill in the very near future. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I agree 

with my friend from Kentucky. Farm-
ers do deserve more than what is going 
on here. 

You know, I took only one course in 
logic in college, but I did pretty well in 
that course. And what I would say to 
my friend is, it is illogical what he is 
talking about. A 1,600-page bill that 
needs to be improved can only be im-
proved—if, in fact, people think it 
should be improved—by offering 
amendments to it—amendments to the 
farm bill. Every farmer and rancher in 
America should understand we are try-
ing to pass a farm bill. We have said 
any amendment you want to offer to 
this big bill, offer it, but it has to be 
relevant to the farm bill. That is all. 

That is not a closed process. It is an 
open process. How can you have it both 
ways? The ink is hardly dry on this, is 
a gross overstatement. This bill has 
been around for several weeks now— 
not in its final form, but everyone 
knows what is in this bill. The tax por-
tion was a little late in coming, but it 
had been worked on for a long time. 

This is a bill upon which Democrats 
and Republicans agreed. It is a bill that 
is here by virtue of that bipartisanship. 
The House has already done their bill, 
and a lot that is in this bill is in the 
House bill. So if this bill needs to be 
improved, let’s improve it. Let’s im-
prove it. I have said let’s offer amend-
ments. 

One of the amendments that might 
be offered, and we have debated it be-
fore, is dealing with payment limita-
tions—a bipartisan amendment offered 
by DORGAN and GRASSLEY, two senior 
Senators who come from farm States. 
They think this bill can be made bet-
ter. What are they doing about it? Of-
fering an amendment. That is what 
this is all about. 

So for people to lament a closed proc-
ess, look what Senator Daschle did— 
two amendments before cloture. Mr. 
President, I don’t have any concern 
about how many amendments are of-
fered, as long as they are relevant to 
the farm bill. That is all. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Would my friend 
yield for a question? 

Mr. REID. Sure. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I never served in 

the House of Representatives, but my 
question is—it strikes me, I would say 
to my good friend, the majority leader, 

that he is attempting to act as if he is 
chairman of the Rules Committee in 
the House in determining what amend-
ments would be allowed. Under this 
filling-up-the-tree process, where the 
majority leader is then positioned in 
order to allow the tree to be open and 
select amendments, is it not the case 
that my definition of ‘‘open’’ would 
probably not meet yours in the sense 
that you would be, yourself, selecting 
which amendments would be allowed? 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have 
served in the House of Representatives. 
It was a wonderful opportunity for me 
to understand the Congress. The House 
is a great institution but much dif-
ferent from the Senate. In the House, if 
you are in the majority, you can pretty 
much do as you want to do. That isn’t 
the way we do it over here. 

As I indicated a few minutes ago, the 
first amendment I offered, I offered on 
behalf of Senators DORGAN and GRASS-
LEY. If someone wants to offer another 
amendment, I don’t control that. Any 
one Senator who wants to offer another 
amendment, let’s take a look at it. I 
don’t control that. It takes consent 
from both sides, or the pending amend-
ment must be set aside and another of-
fered. I am not controlling that. 

That certainly is not like the Rules 
Committee. The Rules Committee in 
the House sets what amendments can 
be offered—usually not very many— 
and how much debate time they can do 
on that amendment. That isn’t any-
thing like we are doing. What I am say-
ing is, we have this big bill, and a num-
ber of people have said it can be im-
proved upon. I am willing to work with 
the Democrats and Republicans to try 
to improve it, but it will not be im-
proved by nonrelevant amendments. 

I have mentioned some of the sus-
pects that are lurking out there: provi-
sions dealing with repealing the estate 
tax and getting us out of Iraq imme-
diately. I mean, there are all kinds of 
suspects there. I am saying, if people 
want to change this bill, let’s try to 
change it. I am not standing in the way 
of doing that, Mr. President. 

Mr. GREGG. Will the majority leader 
yield for a question? 

Mr. REID. Are you asking a ques-
tion? 

Mr. GREGG. Yes. 
Mr. REID. I am sorry, I was pre-

occupied. 
Mr. GREGG. So I am clear as to what 

the process is now that has been struc-
tured, you have used the term it has to 
be a ‘‘relevant’’ amendment. But, es-
sentially, under the present process, is 
it not true that for any amendment to 
move forward in this body it would 
have to move forward on the basis of 
unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending amendment? 

Mr. REID. The distinguished Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, if the 
majority leader would yield for a fur-
ther question, essentially, we have set 
up a process which is extremely con-
stricted. And, in fact, in comparison 
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with the Rules Committee, it is even 
more constricted than the House proc-
ess because any Member—and there are 
100 Members in this body—who does 
not like the fact somebody is going to 
offer an amendment which might affect 
their interests—and, believe me, there 
isn’t an amendment that will be offered 
that would not have opposition on the 
other side—is going to be knocked 
down by an objection from that indi-
vidual Member. 

So you have essentially shut the 
floor of the Senate down because the 
only amendments that can be brought 
up would be amendments that would 
have unanimous consent, which means 
100 people have to agree to them. Basi-
cally, they are amendments of no im-
pact or significance, relevant or irrele-
vant. 

Mr. REID. I would be happy to re-
spond to my friend. I smile because 
that is the way every bill comes before 
the Senate. That is the way it works. 
Once you lay down an amendment and 
you want to set it aside, you have to 
ask unanimous consent to set it aside. 
Today is no different from any other 
day. That is the way it works here. 

I have bragged about my friend be-
fore. He has served in the House, he has 
been Governor of his State, and he is 
now a longtime Senator. He knows 
that. Every time we have a bill here, 
and you have an amendment that has 
been laid down, the only way you can 
set that aside is by unanimous consent. 
No one Senator can start offering 
amendments. 

So this bill, I say to my friend, is no 
different than any other bill we have 
done in that regard. The only dif-
ference is, I laid down the first amend-
ment on behalf of Senators GRASSLEY 
and DORGAN. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, if the 
majority leader would yield further, of 
course, the end of that sentence should 
have been: Yes, but I control the abil-
ity to allow those amendments to come 
forward. 

And, in fact, it has been made fairly 
clear that control will be exercised by 
the leadership in a way that limits 
amendments that are brought forward 
to those which are agreed to by the 
majority leader until we get to the 
point where the majority leader is 
going to file a motion for cloture, 
which, on a farm bill, of course, would 
most likely be successful because we 
all know everybody around here is ‘‘in 
the field,’’ so to say. I would not say 
‘‘in the tent,’’ but they are in the field 
for the farmer. 

So as a practical matter, this is an 
extraordinarily closed process. Just to 
use one example, the majority leader 
said—he threw out, and maybe it was 
just a throw-away line—estate taxes 
shouldn’t be brought onto this bill be-
cause they are not relevant, under the 
majority leader’s terms. If I want to 
offer an amendment which says we 
should reform the death tax—which I 
might like to offer in light of the fact 
there is a tax title there—I happen to 

think that has a huge impact on the 
farming community because, for the 
most part, it is family farms and small 
businesses that are most impacted by 
the death tax. But we have already 
been told that would not be a relevant 
amendment. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, any Sen-
ator—not me, any Senator—on any bill 
has the same power I have to stop the 
setting aside of an amendment to offer 
another amendment. It is not me. The 
Senator from New Hampshire can do it, 
the Senator from Arizona, or the Sen-
ator from Georgia can do it. The Sen-
ator from Iowa can do it. Any Senator; 
it is not me. 

I laid down the first amendment by 
virtue of being the majority leader. I 
have the right to do that. But that is 
about as far as it goes. Anytime after 
that, it takes unanimous consent to set 
aside that amendment. I agree, and of-
fered a consent agreement, that any 
relevant amendment Senators want to 
offer, they should be able to do that, 
and that was objected to. But for my 
friend from New Hampshire to try to 
give a little mini lecture on what we 
are doing is different than anything we 
have ever done in the past, every day 
we are on a bill, it happens the way he 
has described it. Any one Senator can 
stop another Senator from setting 
aside an amendment and offering an-
other amendment. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President I don’t 
want to beat a dead subsidy, so I will 
constrain myself to this last question. 

The point is pretty obvious. Sure, 
any Senator on any bill can object to 
setting aside an amendment. That is 
not the way the institution has ever 
worked, in my experience. The way the 
institution works is the amendment 
process is a free-flowing, Wild West ex-
ercise around here, especially on bills 
such as this, which are huge author-
izing bills with a lot of mandatory 
funding in them. Amendments are sim-
ply taken up in seriatim as they are of-
fered. 

What will happen now, and the ma-
jority leader has been specific about 
this and very open about this, he is 
going to limit the ability to bring for-
ward amendments, and the unanimous 
consent is not going to be granted un-
less he deems those amendments are 
relevant to the underlying bill, which 
means in his context of what is rel-
evant. Well, a lot of us will have dif-
ferent views on what that means, as I 
pointed out on the death tax alone as 
an issue. 

So this is a process of shutting down 
the amendment process on the farm 
bill. The last time we debated the farm 
bill, we had 245 amendments and 19 
rollcall votes, and we were on it for 4 
weeks. I think on the first day or the 
second day of the farm bill debate 
around here, for those of us who may 
not be enamored with the bill, even 
though we know a lot of effort was put 
into it—because it spends a lot of 
money, creates a lot of new subsidies 
and programs, and uses a lot of budg-

etary gimmicks—we would like to have 
a much more open process, and I am 
disappointed we are not going to. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. REID. I am not going to, as my 

friend said, belabor the point, but my 
friend from New Hampshire has made 
my case for me—4 weeks, 245 amend-
ments, and 19 rollcall votes. I have no 
problem with the 19 rollcall votes. I do 
have a problem with 4 weeks. I do have 
a problem with 245 amendments. That 
is why I think we should have a process 
whereby people offer amendments, if 
they are relevant, to the farm bill. 

In the time we have spent debating 
this—and we only have 15 minutes be-
fore we take our usual weekly Tuesday 
break—we could have taken up at least 
one amendment. The people who of-
fered this huge amendment, a big 
amendment, and we had it described, 
for me, it is a pretty easy deal. I have 
been here when this has been debated 
before. Most everyone who has been 
here has heard this debate on numer-
ous occasions. So I am sure they will 
go back, Senators DORGAN and GRASS-
LEY, and pick out their favorite state-
ments they made before, and they will 
talk about it again. They do not want 
a lot of time on it. So we could dispose 
of this amendment very quickly, as we 
could most every other amendment on 
this bill. 

But as I say, my friend has made my 
case for me—245 amendments, 4 weeks. 
I repeat: I don’t have a problem with 
the 19 rollcall votes, but the only ones 
stopping the amendment process are 
my friends who think somehow this is 
different than other pieces of legisla-
tion we have. The difference is I offered 
the first amendment. And I am very 
happy, as the chairman of the bill is, 
and other people on this side of the 
aisle who are very concerned about the 
passage of this bill—they want it 
passed—to be cooperative. If there is 
something wrong with this bill, offer 
relevant amendments. If there is some-
thing in there you want to cut, that is 
always relevant, to cut things in a pro-
gram, at least that is my under-
standing. 

The only ones stopping the amend-
ment process are my friends on the 
other side of the aisle. They are mak-
ing a big deal out of nothing. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Would the major-
ity leader yield for a question? 

Mr. REID. I yield to my colleague. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. The fundamental 

problem, I would say to my friend, the 
majority leader, is: What incentive do 
Members on my side of the aisle who 
object to the process have to grant con-
sent to set aside an amendment? What 
incentive do they have? 

I would expect, just guessing, the 
senior Senator from New Hampshire 
may not be very enthusiastic about the 
underlying bill. By setting up a process 
like the majority leader has set up, in 
which a number of Members on my side 
believe the process is unfair, what is 
their incentive to give consent for the 
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majority leader to set aside an amend-
ment and then allow an amendment of 
his choosing to be dealt with? 

Mr. REID. I would be happy to re-
spond to that. Mr. President, I think 
there is tremendous incentive. First of 
all, they could have their amendment 
heard—their relevant amendment. And 
there is nothing to stop us from having 
the managers of the bill sit down and 
work out a procedure where they can 
come up with 10 relevant amend-
ments—amendments 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
9, 10—to this bill. Do one, do the other, 
and we can try to work out time agree-
ments on these matters. 

So there is tremendous incentive, be-
cause I am convinced there are people 
on both sides of the aisle who have 
problems with this bill. Some do not 
like the bill and they want to change 
it; others want to improve the bill. 
They want to do that in good faith. So 
the incentive would be, as I have said 
to my dear friend, the Senator from 
Kentucky, to have their amendment 
and others heard. 

There is nothing to prevent the man-
ager of the bill from coming up with a 
series—I would even go as far as to say 
my distinguished friend, the Repub-
lican leader, if he wants to have the 
final say with me, if the managers do a 
good job, I would be happy to include 
him in the mix. But there is a lot of in-
centive. We could, in the next couple of 
days, work out a procedure to get rid of 
a lot of amendments that are relevant 
to this bill and would either improve 
the bill in the mind of some people or 
make it a little worse, which is the 
goal some people have. 

There is tremendous incentive here, 
because we could agree to—we might 
arrive at a point where people say we 
have had a pretty good opportunity to 
change this bill; we do not need to do 
an Iraq amendment; we do not need to 
do an amendment dealing with fire-
fighters that has no bearing on this 
bill. In fact, what we need to do is work 
on making this bill one where people 
have the opportunity to offer amend-
ments on the farm bill that are rel-
evant. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, let 
me sum up where I think we are. It has 
been a very interesting and enlight-
ening discussion. But here is where we 
are. The Senate is gridlocked on the 
farm bill because of the decision to fill 
up the tree. And now where we are, as 
the distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire has pointed out, is that any 
one Senator, any one of the 100, can ob-
ject to an amendment being set aside 
in order to consider another amend-
ment. 

What will have to happen at this 
point is, as it happens every day on vir-
tually every bill, the majority leader 
and I are going to have to sit down off 
the floor of the Senate and talk about 
the way forward, because we will not 
be able to go forward in our current 
circumstance because of the decision 

by the majority to shut out the minor-
ity, or contrarily to select what 
amendments will be permitted. That is 
simply not acceptable on this side of 
the aisle. 

So it has been an interesting and use-
ful discussion, and I am sure to some 
C–SPAN viewers quite boring, because 
it has largely been about procedure. 

Nevertheless, that is where we are. 
We are going to have to do what we do 
every day in the Senate, sit down and 
figure out the way forward. The farm 
bill needs to pass. We hope it passes 
sometime in the near future. But we 
are going to insist on a fair process 
consistent with the way farm bills have 
been debated in the past. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I know my 
friend from Arizona has been here and 
very patient. I guess the question I 
would ask—I have been asked most of 
the questions, but I do not ask any one 
person to answer this to me. But the 
question I have is: Why would there 
not be an agreement to my suggestion, 
my proposal? Let’s debate the day-
lights out of this bill, offer amend-
ments. What is wrong with that? Is it 
because there are people wanting to 
offer unrelated amendments to the 
bill? I mean, what in the world is 
wrong with what we are trying to ac-
complish here? It is a big bill. We do it 
every 5 years. People should have an 
opportunity to change it. I think they 
should do that. Why would they not 
want us to do that? Is there something 
I am missing here? I mean, is it their 
last opportunity to do—as Senator 
Dole used to refer to as decorating a 
Christmas tree? Is that what they want 
to do? Is this their Christmas tree to 
try to decorate it? I do not understand 
it. 

I say to everyone within the sound of 
my voice: Do we need on the farm bill 
amendments relating to labor issues? 
Do we need amendments dealing with 
Leave No Child Behind? Do we need 
amendments relating to environmental 
issues? Global warming? Do we need 
amendments dealing with Iraq, the war 
in Iraq, Afghanistan, or the situation 
now in Pakistan? 

I do not think so. I think we need to 
work on this bill, get as much of it 
done as we can this week. I think it 
will spill over into next week, but in 
the process, we are going to have to 
find time to do a conference report on 
the Labor-HHS bill. That has a rule 
violation in it, perhaps; we have to do 
the Defense appropriations bill with 
the CR. Those are the must-do items. 

Now I am not trying, as I have said 
so many times here, to stop an open 
amendment process on this bill, except 
I want them to be relevant. I think 
most everybody does who has any deal-
ing in this farm bill. I do not expect 
the ranking member to get engaged in 
this. He has responsibilities to listen to 
his leadership, and that is understand-
able. 

I will bet if the truth were known, 
those Senators who have worked so 
hard on this bill are thinking to them-

selves: Now, what has REID said that is 
unreasonable? What he has said is: I 
have offered the first amendment, and 
it is not my amendment. I am not self-
ish, wanting my amendment to be 
heard. I have offered a bipartisan 
amendment that we know must be de-
bated before this farm bill is com-
pleted. And then I say, anyone who 
wants to offer another amendment re-
lating to the farm bill that is relevant: 
Have at it. I am not going to stop any-
one from doing that. I don’t think any-
body on this side will either. 

The Republicans are not having a de-
bate on the farm bill, for reasons that 
are beyond my ability to comprehend, 
unless it is the Dole theory of trying to 
put new lights on the Christmas tree. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the majority leader’s explanation 
of his position. But I think in his own 
explanation he raises the issues on 
which we are concerned. He has now 
taken off the table the estate tax. I 
cannot think of anything that is more 
relevant to the farmers, to the family 
farm, than the ability to pass that 
farm on to your children without hav-
ing it wiped out by punitive and other 
inappropriate taxes, the death tax. 

He has now taken off the table global 
warming issues. Well, I have to say 
from my little knowledge of that 
issue—I studied it a bit, I have spent a 
lot of time on it in a couple of narrow 
areas such as acid rain. Farming is a 
critical issue in the issue of global 
warming. What is done on a farm has a 
huge impact both positively and nega-
tively on global warming. 

Then he took off the table the issue 
of labor, labor questions. Well, in my 
experience, labor questions have a huge 
impact on farm policy, especially the 
immigration labor issues, how you get 
people who are immigrants to help you 
pick apples in New Hampshire, and the 
potatoes in Idaho. That is a labor issue. 

So his concept of relevance is an ex-
tremely narrow one. But his concept of 
relevance is going to be the concept 
that disciplines this floor relevant to 
amendments being made. 

The Senate was never conceived as 
being the House. This is supposed to be 
the place where we get into debates, 
where we exchange ideas, where people 
throw out a thought on a bill such as 
this that is fairly significant, and it 
gets debated, a position. But that is 
not going to happen on this bill be-
cause the majority leader has decided 
to execute a process which is even 
more constricted than what would be 
the House procedure under this similar 
bill. 

It is certainly inconsistent with the 
traditions of the Senate, on the issue of 
the farm bills specifically, but on our 
traditions generally. He used my sta-
tistics to support his position. I do not 
see how he can do that, quite honestly. 
Farm bills have always involved sig-
nificant debate on the floor. Why? Be-
cause they are huge policy issues which 
affect a lot of people in this country— 
everybody who eats, to begin with, and 
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that is about everyone—and obviously 
the farm community, which is the pro-
ducers of food and do an extraordinary 
job for our Nation. They have always 
taken a long time on the floor to de-
bate—weeks, usually. And they have 
always been open for amendments, 
which is totally reasonable because of 
the complexity of the bill. They have 
often brought in issues such as the 
death tax, immigration, labor, and how 
you get migrant labor, global warming, 
and in the case of New England, for ex-
ample, they brought in the question of 
these subsidies, which we find a little 
difficult to tolerate, which are now 
being expanded to asparagus. There is a 
crop that needs a subsidy or the walk-
ing-around money that has been put in 
this bill for the purpose of disasters or 
the fact that there is probably $20 bil-
lion of gimmicks put in this bill that 
are budgetary games or the fact that 
they have moved mandatory spending 
over to tax expenditures. 

What an outrage on the budget proc-
ess. They opened a $3 billion add-on in 
mandatory spending so they could go 
out and spend that on various interest 
groups by creating a tax credit. The 
list goes on and on and on and on. 

Why should we not on this bill get 
into a debate over the issue of tax pol-
icy? Because tax policy underlines the 
way this bill is paid for. The Senator 
from Arizona has an extraordinarily 
good proposal on the death tax. Why 
should that not be on the table here? 

The whole issue of AMT should be on 
the table, in my humble opinion, be-
cause there are a number of farmers, 
by the way, who pay the AMT tax, a 
number of them. There are going to be 
a lot more when we bump up to 20 mil-
lion people paying that tax next year. 
These are all relevant to this bill, in 
my humble opinion, of what relevant 
is. 

By the way, in the Senate, relevance 
is everything when it comes to the 
open amendment process. We are not 
functioning under postcloture rules 
here. Relevant is irrelevant when it 
comes to a bill on the floor of the Sen-
ate. Anything can be amended in any 
way, and it is an open bill. That is the 
concept of the Senate. 

If somebody wants to put on this bill 
policies relative to Nicaraguan house-
keepers, they can put that amendment 
on traditionally. That has no relevance 
at all to the average American looking 
at it, but it is the Senate’s prerogative. 

So we are undermining the funda-
mental prerogative of the Senate and 
every Member of the Senate, I think in 
a very damaging way. I am dis-
appointed in the decision by the major-
ity. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. KYL. I had hoped to ask the ma-

jority leader a question here, but I 
think my question has already been an-
swered, so I will simply make this 
point. 

There may be extraordinarily unique 
circumstances where once in a blue 

moon it is important to move a very 
focused piece of legislation in a very 
hurried period of time so that the ma-
jority is warranted in setting up a 
process such as that which has been es-
tablished for this bill, where there are 
no amendments unless the majority 
leader says so. But that is not the situ-
ation with this bill. It never has been 
with the farm bill. This is the bill we 
are debating that we are taking up. 
And to suggest that the Senator’s pre-
rogative to offer any amendment—a lot 
of times they get voted down because 
they do not have the support—but the 
Senator’s prerogative to offer an 
amendment is going to be eliminated 
through the gatekeeper of the majority 
leader or any other member of the Sen-
ate who can object, is to derogate the 
basic rule of the Senate and eliminate 
a basic right of Senators. 

I recall not long after I got here, my 
colleague from Arizona objected to the 
then-majority on this side establishing 
a process that was not this drastic, but 
in some respects limited the right of 
amendments. He said: The Senate is 
the body in which any Member has a 
right to offer an amendment. It will be 
wrong for us to do that. Our leadership 
relented, and there were amendments 
allowed on the other side that got us 
over that impasse. That is what our 
minority leader was referring to a mo-
ment ago. You cannot impose a sort of 
dictatorial process where one person 
gets to decide whether you offer an 
amendment in the Senate. 

Sooner or later that process is going 
to break down. And on a bill as big as 
this bill, with as many diverse inter-
ests as the Senator from New Hamp-
shire was talking about, it is not right 
that Senators not be allowed to offer 
amendments. Again, if they are not 
good amendments, they are going to be 
defeated, and they can always be tabled 
at any time, so they do not have to 
take up time. If I offered a silly, non-
germane amendment, any of my col-
leagues could immediately move to 
table that amendment. Assuming it 
was simply nongermane, that motion 
to table would presumably pass. That 
whole thing would transpire in less 
than half an hour. 

So it is not about Republicans trying 
to take too long or offer silly amend-
ments; it is about the regular process 
which ordinarily allowed us to offer 
amendments of our choice, not the 
choice of another Member of the body. 
I would hope the majority would recon-
sider, and that we could, after lunch, 
proceed with the process that is more 
amenable to all Senators being able to 
offer amendments they choose to offer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I only 
hope that both the minority and the 
majority can figure out a way of mov-
ing forward with what has been a labor 
that has taken up both Republican and 
Democrats for the last 2 years to de-
velop what is a very good farm bill. 
What the majority leader is attempting 

to do is to get us into a process where 
we will ultimately get a farm bill to 
cross the finish line, which is good for 
America. I hope the Republican minor-
ity can work with us to try to figure 
out a way forward to get us across the 
finish line. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, at 12:31 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. CARPER). 

f 

FARM, NUTRITION, AND 
BIOENERGY ACT OF 2007—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

The Senator from Georgia. 
Mr. CHAMBLISS. What is the status 

of the Senate? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-

ments submitted to the bill. 
Mr. CHAMBLISS. I am sorry? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-

ments are pending to the bill. 
Mr. CHAMBLISS. I ask unanimous 

consent that three speakers—Senator 
SALAZAR for 20 minutes, ALEXANDER for 
15 minutes, and DORGAN 20 minutes—go 
in that order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Colorado is recog-
nized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I rise 
in strong support of the 2007 farm bill. 
Before I go to the specifics of the bill, 
I wish to acknowledge those who have 
worked so hard in getting us where we 
are today. 

This has been a huge undertaking 
spread out over several years, starting 
under the leadership of Senator 
CHAMBLISS and his work in the Agri-
culture Committee. The hearings he 
held around the country, the hearings 
he held in the West and the Southeast, 
all over, contributed greatly to the bi-
partisan product that is before the Sen-
ate today. In addition, the leadership 
of our chairman, Senator HARKIN, a 
man from farm country whose heart 
and soul are about making sure agri-
culture and rural America thrive—his 
leadership and the help of his staff in 
getting us to this point today is some-
thing we all must acknowledge and 
something for which I am grateful and 
something for which the farmers and 
ranchers in rural Colorado are grateful. 

I also acknowledge both Senators 
BAUCUS and GRASSLEY and their leader-
ship on the Finance Committee. The 
energy and specialty crops and con-
servation pieces of the farm bill have 
been significantly enhanced by the ac-
tions taken by the members of the Fi-
nance Committee. Without the leader-
ship and bipartisan example of Senator 
BAUCUS and Senator GRASSLEY, we 
would not be where we are today. 
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